Abstract. This paper discusses the organization, selection and distribution of pronouns within the four selected presidential speeches, two from the former president Clinton, and the other two from President Bush (Jr.). It is argued that personal attitude and political ideologies can be reflected in the use of pronouns. And it is also argued that strategies used by the two presidents are quite similar, in spite of their differences in party background, political viewpoints and policies. And the reason for this is that they embrace similar purposes when delivering their speeches. So it is obvious that, for a speaker esp. a politician, to better fulfill their aims, they should attach more significance to the employment of the pronominal system.
Introduction
Speech (oration/address) as a stylistic variety has drawn considerable attention from linguists and stylisticians in recent years, therefore, some researches have been made in the field of speech. So, we have seen a flourishing literature in this regard, such as David Crystal and Derek Davy's (1969) analysis concerning the classification of public speaking; Naomi S. Baron's (1979) report on the relationships between speech, writing and sign; Liu Runqing's (1981) study of British and American famous speeches; Karen Maitland and John Wilson's (1987) study on speeches written for three major British politicians (M. Thatcher, N. Kinnock and M. Foot); Xu Zhenzhong's (1990) stylistic analysis of speech; SangLan's (1990) analysis of President Lincoln's Address delivered at Gettysburg; Xie Zhijun's (1993) report on the features of speech; and John Flowerdew's (1997) critical study on the discourse of the last British Hong Kong governor, Chris Patten, to cite just a few.
Despite the efforts of these practioners, however, little has been found in the field of American presidential speeches. So in this paper, the author explores some speeches written for the recent two former American presidents and gives an explanation of how choices of pronominal forms within the selected speeches can reflect the personal attitudes and political ideologies of the speakers. It is widely accepted that choices within the system of pronouns of address are 'associated with the perceived roles of the speaker and hearer as they locate themselves on continuums of status and solidarity' (Karen Maitland and John Wilson 1987: 495) . So there is no wonder that 'politicians employ the pronoun system to indicate their solidarity within a particular ideological paradigm' (Karen Maitland and John Wilson 1987: 495) . It is also quite interesting to observe how the two presidents make use of the same system of pronouns to express not only their own ideological views but also their attitudes towards their audience. Coming from opposing political parties, Clinton and Bush, bear striking similarities and also contrasting differences in their public speeches. And all these explanations and findings are mainly analyzed under the framework of stylistics.
Theoretical Basis
In the analysis of these speeches, the paper focuses specifically on the distribution and organization of personal and possessive pronouns. And in addition to this, I also pay attention to the subjective and objective case forms of pronouns. The system the paper employs as one of the theoretical basis for discussion has been developed by Rees. (1983) In Rees' system, you have been allocated to first and third person designation. It can be argued that you2 is a 'situational insertion', while you3 may be . Possessive pronouns are added to the Rees' classification, because it is discovered that for both Clinton and Bush, they play a significant role in personal referencing. In contrast, one is deleted from my analytical framework, because as far as the four selected speeches are concerned, one, as a personal pronoun, contributes little to the analysis of the current paper.
Similarly, it/its is not included in the frame when occurring as a dummy subject, nor when used in reference to abstract concepts or inanimate objects, but was included for referencing to animate entities. For example, it is included when it is used to refer to Government. In this sense, it is indicated that 'the speaker has a choice of form in this context and actual selection may carry an ideological tendency/preference within the framework of specific arguments' (Karen Maitland and John Wilson 1987: 497).
Procedures and Scope
I take a stylistic approach in the current paper to examine how pronominal selection can possibly express politicians' attitudes and their personal ideologies. And as for the data, I obtain my data from the Internet, and also from some books concerning this topic.
In selecting speeches as the subject of my analysis, I have tried, as far as possible, to make the choice both representative and comparable. So the analysis presented in this paper is based on a total of four prescripted political speeches: one of Mr. Clinton's two speeches is delivered at Peking University in 1998; the other is his first Inaugural Address in 1993; former President Bush's first Inaugural Address in 2001 and a 2002 Tsinghua University speech. In this way, both presidents have two similar audience groups: one is China's university students, and the other is the American people. But surprisingly, they bear more similarities than their differences, and this suggests that their different political backgrounds have little effect on their use of pronouns.
Data Analysis
According to the data collected, I, first of all, focus on the pronominal distribution in three main areas: first person, second person and third person pronouns. The following analysis is an account of how the two presidents make use of the pronominal system in each of these areas.
First Person Pronoun
First person pronouns are usually used as self-referencing and mostly represented by I, we, and their derivative forms, e. g. my, our, ect. In the present analysis of the speeches, I find that both Clinton and Bush employ the first person pronouns as the most important means to refer to themselves, their government and the Americans as a whole. For example, in Clinton's Peking University Address, among his total number of pronouns which is 222, he uses 33 'I's , 5 ' my's, 3 'me's, 44 'we's, 42 'our's, and 9 'us's. In order to make my explanation clearer, I list the data in the following tables: When we come to check the distribution of pronominal forms in the speeches of Bush, it is useful to note that although coming from the Republican Party, in opposition to Clinton's Democratic Party, yet Bush does employ almost the same strategy as Clinton does in the use of first person pronouns. However, acting as the leaders of their own parties, both of them may have their own style in some aspects. So the aim of this paper is to highlight their similarities and reveal their differences in the employment of pronominal system, and furthermore, to suggest a possible explanation to this phenomenon. To better illustrate my point, I display the data in the Tables below: (1) (From Clinton's Peking University Address 1998) Last year, President Jiang and I asked senior Chinese and American law enforcement officials to step up our cooperation against these predators, to stop money from being laundered, to stop aliens from being cruelly smuggled, to stop currencies from being undermined by counterfeiting.
(2) ( From Clinton's First Inaugural Address 1993) I ask the Congress to join with me. But no president, no Congress, no government, can undertake this mission alone. My fellow Americans, you, too, must play your part in our renewal. I know this is in our reach because we are guided by a power larger than ourselves who creates us equal in His image and we are confident in principles that unite and lead us onward.
Analysis of these texts show how Clinton and Bush make use of I/my/me forms to express their sincerity and personal beliefs in the cooperation with China and their hope in Chinese university students. And it also shows how they integrate themselves with the American people. In the above eight examples, there is a shift from the personal voice 'I' to the inclusive voice 'we', 'you'. The aim of this is to suggest that both presidents desire to establish solidarity with their audience or to arouse the attention of their audience to show their sincerity and personal beliefs.
In the pronominal system, first person plural pronouns, i.e., we/our/us is ambiguous in the sense that it can be interpreted in multiple ways, therefore, can also be manipulated for special purposes by speakers. In the four selected speeches by Clinton and Bush, it is found that Clinton and Bush employs these forms (i.e. we/our/us) for the development of positive associations and also for the agreement with their listeners on common grounds. See example (9) below:
(5) (From Clinton's Peking University Address 1998) I say that to illustrate the importance that the United States places on our relationship with China. In example (7), our, according to one possible reading, refers back to the American government Clinton led. But as we/our/us can be either inclusive or exclusive, there ambiguity appears, for the use of 'our' can also be interpreted inclusively, including both the United States and China, thus, wider than the real referent. In this way, Clinton establishes solidarity with his Chinese audience.
(6) (From Bush's Tsinghua University Address 2002)
American compassion also stretches way beyond our borders. We're the number one provider of humanitarian aid to people in need throughout the world.
In this example, this ambiguous use of first person plural pronouns gives the audience a sense of illusion, being included in the speaker's group, therefore, solidarity is established. This strategy is even more highlighted in their Inaugural Addresses. As newly-elected President, both Clinton and Bush eagerly wanted to integrate himself into American communities, esp. wanted to penetrate their values and ideas into the American people including those of the opposition party. In their Inaugural addresses, by their use of we/our/us, both of them stress the common grounds between them and the American people, therefore, equal the American government they led to the United States and its people as a whole, which actually does not. But possibly, this strategy may lead to agreement and rapport with their audience. And furthermore, they emphasize their willingness to benefit the American people.
Second Person Pronoun
The representative of second person pronouns is 'you' and this distribution of you is also linked to the organized use of the second person possessive your and its objective case from you. You, 'in strict grammatical terms, is the pronoun used to address one person (singular) or more than one (plural)' (L. Wright and J. Hope 2000: 34), but like the first person plural pronoun we, can be used both inclusively and exclusively. Therefore, you can refer to one specific person, addressed by the speaker, or several specific persons, addressed by the speaker. These impersonal uses of pronouns can be a way of avoiding appearing self-centered, or they can attempt to deceive-to pass something contentious off as inevitable, or generally agreed upon' (L. Wright It is interesting to note, esp. in Bush's Tsinghua address, that you/your is used to refer to all people in an unspecific way, while this kind of usage of you/your can seldom be found in Clinton's speeches. This is implied by the contrasting connotation of you/your and we/our, fir we/our refers to American people in particular in this speech. So Bush expresses his intention that everyone will be welcomed in America, therefore, setting his country the image of a free nation.
Conclusion
In this paper I have presented a number of preliminary findings on the analysis of pronominal selection in former president Clinton and President Bush's selected speeches. Surprisingly, although the two presidents come from different political parties, they employ quite similar strategies in the organization, selection and distribution of pronouns. This may suggest that different party backgrounds, party viewpoints and policies do not have too much influence on the employment of pronominal system. The reason for this phenomenon may be that both of the two presidents desire to, on behalf of their respective parties, either Democratic or Republican, win support or establish solidarity not only from their fellow citizens but also from the people of other nations. In general, within these four selected addresses, when intending to establish solidarity, they make use of first person pronoun; when wanting to make a contrast, they employ second person pronoun; and when tending to distance from the referent, they prefer third person pronoun. But no matter what kind of strategy is employed, the main purpose is to serve the needs of the speaker, that is to say, if the needs of speakers are similar, quite possibly, their strategies may be the same. In this sense, for a speaker, esp. a politician, the significance of making full use of the pronominal system seems obvious enough.
